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Bureau of Regulation and Care (BARC) Facility Expansion/Renovation and Ann Young Animal Adoption Center

RANK ORDER 10 1 12 7 9 13 4
SELECTION CRITERIA - POSSIBLE Teal Bartlette Cocke Drymalia Times Brookstone Gamma Tumner
NUMBER OF
POINTS
Evatuator 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Average Score 760 750 750
Totals - Drop High and L.ow Scores 100 780] 00 J00} 770 {1870] 001 00| 840 j|740} 00} 00| 780 |] 00]780] 00| 830 [[770]coJ oo 790 [[720f00J00] 780 [[840] 00] 00 81.0
Totals 100 780]6401810f 77.0 ||87.0{610}1930] 840 || 740]650| 940] 78.0 ||53.0}780} 850} 830 [[770]740[880]| 790 | 720[470[910] 780 || 840|6950]| 980 81.0
1. Completeness of Submittal Response
SOQ follows the prescribed format and contains all
5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 51 5 5 5 5 5 5

information requested in the RFQ {provided by PM). 5 ° s ° 5 ° ° s ° 5 S ° °
2. Experience
A. Respondent's experience in similar or relevent
projects constructed using CMAR process as described 20 151 13 | 15 16 17 g 20 19 14 12 18 17 5 12 17 18 B |13 ] 18 17 16 7 18 18 18 14 20 18
in Section 1, Project Briefs.
B. Project Manager and Superintendent’s experience in
similar or relevant projects constructed using GMAR

1 5 6 11 16 17 15 10 1 15 5 17 17 16 14 19 16 18 12 20 17
pracess as described in Section 1, Resumes. 20 spegn ! 7 8 12 R Bad B 7
C. Project experience with the City or other
governmental agencies or institutions as described in 5 4 4 5 4 4] 3] 5 5 4 3 5 5 415 5 5 4 3 5 4 4 2]s 4 4 3 5 5
Section 1 Project Briefs.
3. Deadlines and Budget
A. Track record of meeting deadlines and working within
a budget, as described in Section 3 Narrative and as 10 8 7 8 7 k) 6 10 8 7 8 10 7 7 10 8 7 7 8 9 8 6 6 8 6 8 <] 10 7
shown on Project Briefs.
B. Cost Estimating approach as described in Section 3 10 7 5 7 7 s ! 7 s . 7 7 10 7 418 5 7 7 7 9 ; & P 5 & 7 s 7
Narrative.
C. Understanding of City's needs (budget versus
architectural program) and appropriateness of Firm's

g 8 8 7 9 5 8 8 6 10 7 9 8 10 8 8 8 8 7 6 8 7 8 7 10 7
approach to this project, as described in Section 3 10 ° ®
Narrative.
4. Quality of Service
A. Testimonials as described in Secion 4 Testimonials 10 5 7 1 10 8 sl sl 10 s 7 7 9 8 s bl 7 5 s s 8 s 5 sl e 5 8 s 10 8
B. Track Record of quality control as described in
section 3 Narrative 10 8 &6 8 7 8 7 9 7 7 7 9 7 6 B8 7 7 8 8 8 7 6 5 9 7 8 7 9 7

PM Comparison of CMAR SOQ Scores (Matrix)

Due Date: November 9, 2009

Scores compiled by:



RANK ORDER

5

10

Bureau of Regulation and Care (BARC) Facility Expansion/Renovation and Ann Young Animal Adoption Center

6

COMPARISON OF CMAR SOQ SCORES

SELECTION CRITERIA -

POSSIBLE
NUMBER OF
POINTS

Manhattan

Miner-Dederick

Spaw Maxwell

Satterfield & Pontikes

Durotech

Evaluator
Average Score

Totals - Drop High and Low Scores
Totals

1. Completeness of Submittal Response

100
100

0.0

0.0

82.0

82.0

0.0

76.0

0.0

79.0

88.0

0.0

0.0

83.0

85.0

0.0

0.0

77.0

79.0

0.0

0.0

79.0

89.0

0.0

0.0

77.0

90.0

74.0

82.0

82.0

72.0

76.0

79.0

79.0

88.0

82.0

89.0

83.0

85.0

60.0

86.0

77.0

79.0

57.0

92.0

79.0

89.0

72.0

97.0

77.0

SOQ follows the prescribed format and contains all
information r ted in the RFQ {provided by PM).

9

2. Experience

A. Respondent's experience in similar or relevent
projects constructed using CMAR process as described
in Section 1, Project Briefs.

18

15

18

15

16

17

17

15

20

18

18

10

17

15

kk!

18

18

13

17

B. Project Manager and Superintendent's experience in
similar or relevant projects constructed using CMAR
process as described in Section 1, Resumes.

18

15

15

16

16

i

18

16

18

17

16

16

17

16

18

12

18

16

18

14

19

C. Project experience with the City or other
governmental agencies or institutions as described in
Section 1 Project Briefs.

3. Deadlines and Budget

A. Track record of meeting deadlines and working within
a budget, as described in Section 3 Narrative and as
|shown on Project Briefs.

10

10

10

B. Cost Estimating approach as described in Section 3
Narrative.

10

10

C. Understanding of City's ds {budget versus
architectural program} and appropriateness of Firm's
approach to this project, as described in Section 3
Narrative.,

10

4. Quality of Service

A. Testimonials as described in Secion 4 Testimonials

10

10

16

B. Track Record of quality controf as described in
section 3 Narrative

10

10

10
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